IS COUNTERING GLOBAL TERRORISM A FORM OF GLOBAL WAR?
In the war against global terrorism . . . (f)reedom and fear are at war, and there will be no quick or easy on this conflict. In leading the campaign against terrorism, we are forging new, productive international relationship and redefining existing ones in ways that meet the challenges of the twenty-first century.
-President George W. Bush
The above statement raises the issue of what one exactly means by war in the international context. For the purposes of this paper, I take the phrase "global war" to mean either a war waged around the globe and not limited by geography between two parties, at least one of which is a state, or alternately it could mean a war waged by a coalition or alliance of many nations from around the world against a particular ideology, an individual party, whether a state or transnational force, or an alliance or coalition of such parties. In the first case, "global" refers to the extent of the battle space; in the second, "global" refers to the broad geographic dispersion of the belligerents. The current situation in regard to global terrorism uniquely falls into both definitions. On one hand, a case can be made that there is an international war between the United States and its close allies against the terrorism of the al-Qaeda and associated jihadist networks taking place around the globe, and at the same time one can also argue that there is a war on terrorism as a tactic by many nations around the globe against national, regional and international terrorist groups. The difference between the two views centers on how one views the international terrorist threat. Does terrorism itself, as a tactic or ideology, threaten the security of virtually all nations around the world or is only a threat to a limited number of nations and their interpretation of the world order? This is an important distinction, for if one takes the latter view then it could be claimed that the war on terrorism is not an international fight requiring the contribution or participation of nations around the globe. The disconnect between these two interpretations of global terrorism has "real world" implications that are very problematic.
Many nations publicly and in diplomatic exchanges adhere to the first view, that terrorism taken large poses a fundamental threat to global security and stability. In practice, however, national self-interest in states that have not been a target of direct attack may argue for the second interpretation, that terrorism really only threatens certain other nations. Under this interpretation, it follows that taking too proactive a stance against terrorism broadly defined would bring about the danger of retaliation from terrorist groups that may had been content to ignore a particular country in the first place. As the fundamental duty of governments is the security and stability of the state, and if terrorism is not nor has been a direct threat then it would be counterproductive, the logic goes, to jeopardize domestic security and stability in order to assist in a global war on terrorism. In addition to this realist bias against participating in a global war on terrorism, there is the matter of cost. Actions taken to curb terrorism cost money, and if terrorism is viewed as a distant problem it can easily be deemed a lesser priority than domestic demands on a limited national budget.
In September 2002, the administration of United States President George W.
Bush outlined a radically new foreign policy known as the Bush doctrine. "The United
States of America is fighting a war against terrorists of global reach. The enemy is not a single political regime or person or religion or ideology. The enemy is terrorism --premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against innocents." 2 The 20th century witnessed great changes in the use and practice of terrorism.
Terrorism became the hallmark of a number of political movements stretching from the extreme right to the extreme left of the political spectrum. Technological advances such as automatic weapons and electrically-detonated explosives gave terrorists a new mobility and lethality. Terrorism became a tactic not just of insurgent or ideological revolutionary groups, but was also adopted as a state policy of political control by totalitarian regimes as those of Nazi Germany under Adolf Hitler and the Soviet Union under Joseph Stalin. In those states, arrest, imprisonment, torture, and execution were applied without legal guidance or restraints to create a climate of fear and to encourage adherence to the national ideology and the declared economic, social, and political goals of the state. But what is different from the past, when terrorism as a tactic was usually contained within a state, is that today terrorism usually has a major international dimension. It is this international dimension that has brought with it both new concepts of terror and newer and more sophisticated methods of imposing such terror.
Terrorism involves violence, but is it an act of war? To address this issue, I will discuss the definition of terrorism, the changing means of terrorism, and how terrorism has affected the worldwide community before positing the question if global military coalitions can counter the phenomenon of global terrorism? And, finally, I will argue that the world should deal with global terrorism through strengthening regional stability mechanisms and other methods to sustaining the stability of nations and the larger world community. 
 The bombings of the U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania by Al Qaeda in
August 1998 that killed 257 and injured some 5000 others.
The icon of modern terrorism, however, was the September 11, 2001, attacks by al Qaeda on New York and Washington. It was not the attack alone that caused former Defense Secretary Rumsfeld to declare, "We"ve entered a new security environment, perhaps the most dangerous the world ever known." 12 Rather, it is the nature of the terrorists" means of identifying enemies, the obvious global reach, and the increased potential lethality of terrorist attacks that define the new security environment.
Terrorism"s Effects on the Global Community
From the above it can be seen that despite the regional focus of some groups as seen in the Algerian cases, the attacks mostly take place either outside of the terrorist groups" country against another government other than the home government of the terrorist group or within the country of origin of the terrorist group against targets from a third-party nation. There are, of course, alternatives to the UN"s typology of terrorism. In the Iraqi
Army"s counter-terrorism course, of which the author is a graduate, terrorism can take the form of criminal terrorism (characterized by the systematic use of terror for material or monetary gain), war terrorism (involving the use of terrorist action in pursuit of war objectives, recognizing the difficulty in distinguishing between terrorist and guerilla actions), and nationalist terrorism (which seeks to establish a separate state for a particular national group. This last sort of terrorism has been among the most successful at winning international sympathy and concessions. Nationalist terror groups have tended to calibrate their use of violence, using enough to rivet world attention but not so much that they alienate supporters abroad or members of their base community.
Nationalist terrorism can be difficult to define, since many groups accused of the practice insist that they are not terrorists but freedom fighters. addressing core grievances will only serve to make the problem worse (do not forget that Bin Laden was largely a product of the Soviet occupation in Afghanistan). I maintain the only solution is to eliminate the motivation behind the people, those who were looking for training in these terrorist camps in the first place, to understand why they are there.
The disruptive effects of globalization will generate more anti-Western anti-USA terrorism in the global village. The potential for distant conflicts to turn into transnational terrorism will increase (Globalization also has various indirect impacts on patterns of terrorism). 23 The only thing that is certain about the future of terrorism is that patterns of terrorism are going to change; however, there are important structural factors in today"s world creating more propitious conditions for terrorism. The threat of al-Qaeda and its global network of militant jihadist are undoubtedly key factors in today"s international terrorism. Armed conflicts are another powerful source of transnational terrorism, even if the conflicts remain the same in number, and their potential to become global and internationalized will be increased in a more globalized world.
There will be more nuclear, biological, chemical, programs increasing in the Middle East and North Korea in the coming decade. The likelihood for WMD proliferation to terrorist groups will remain and possibly increase, especially those groups seeking to employ the most deadly weapons they can use including WMD"s.
Hence, the future of terrorism threats will be determined by technological barriers and weapons availability.
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Transnational crime organizations will continue to grow in diversity in many regions, and the increased global reach to these organizations" networks will provide a lot of advantages for transnational terrorists, in terms of increasing of availability for false ID"s, illegal weapons, explosives, military equipment, etc.. to you: that we are in a battle, and that more than half of this battle is taking place in the battlefield of the media, and that we are in a media battle in a race for the hearts and minds of our Umma" 27 By this statement, the root of the problem became clear to everyone. The al Qaeda leadership has successfully argued, at least to the new jihadi recruits, that resistance to the West is a pure act of Muslims" self-defense.
The fight against terrorism is a war with no frontiers, against enemies who know no borders and have no scruples. If we abandon our scruples, we descend to their level.
Americans are at war with a transnational terrorist movement and insurgency driven by an ideology of "hatred and murder". Americans have largely been fighting this war with arms; al Qaeda has largely been fighting it through ideas. To evaluate the relative efficacy of these two approaches, consider the assessment of former Defense Secretary Rumsfeld stated: "If I were grading I would say we probably deserved a "D" or a "D-plus as a country as to how well we"re doing in the battle of ideas that"s taking place in the world today."
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So how, then, should the global war on terrorism be conducted? The best way to start is with President Obama"s "strategy on countering terrorism:"
29
We know that al Qaeda and its extremist allies threaten us from different corners of the globe --from Pakistan, but also from East Africa and Southeast Asia, from Europe and the Gulf, and that's why we're applying focused and relentless pressure on al Qaeda --by sharing more intelligence, strengthening the capacity of our partners, disrupting terrorist financing, cutting off supply chains, and inflicting major losses on al Qaeda's leadership.
It should now be clear --the United States and our partners have sent an unmistakable message: We will target al Qaeda wherever they take root; we will not yield in our pursuit; and we are developing the capacity and the cooperation to deny a safe haven to any who threaten America and its allies.
While this sounds very much like the kinetic (and often unilateral) focus of the Bush administration, President Obama has gone on to say:
The dialogue of civilizations is a discourse across all frontiers, embracing communities who profess and practice different faiths, but have scruples about imposing their values on others. We must talk to and welcome into the concert of civilized communities believers in moral values from all continents, cultures and faiths. The need of the hour is for discourse among the civilized, not a dialogue of the uncivilized deafened by the drumbeats of war."
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The need for a dialogue among civilizations is now greater than before, not less. Those whose vision rises above the obvious differences between ethnic, religious, cultural and social groups, and embraces so much that we all have in common, will not judge a human being simply on a person's looks, language and faith. This is what the dialogue among civilizations is about.
To accomplish this dialogue, the United States needs to recognize:  In winning the world battle of "hearts and minds", US should reflect a well disposed "sincerity" that they will be everywhere pursuing terrorists regardless of their ideology or their immediate threat to US interests.. frontiers that makes no distinction as to whether a nation is a party or has a stake in the conflict or not and thus is an international war for every nation due to the actions of the terrorist who do not respect neutrality or borders.
The fight against international terrorism should be conducted with a scalpel, not with a butcher"s axe. The root causes of terrorism must be addressed first. It is important to win the hearts and minds of terrorists and their supporters to discourage them from resorting to terrorism in order to achieve their objectives. Efforts must be made to find ways and means to prevent certain people or governments resorting to terrorism by identifying and removing the cause of their bitterness and anger. The right strategy to overcome terrorism is not Conventional Warfare. You don"t go fox hunting with tanks and cannons.
Global terrorism is indeed a form of international war; it is both a conflict taking place anywhere and everywhere in the world, and involves coalitions made up of members and parties throughout the globe.
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